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Abstract
The purpose of this study was to provide a synthesis and
evaluation of research regarding the efficacy of using advance
organizers as a pre instructional teaching strategy to enhance
students' cognitive growth. Additionally, two sample advance
organizers are provided as a model for classroom application,
along with caveats for advance organizer construction,
presentation and usage. The third component of this study was
an evaluation of selected advance organizer studies based on
the work of Mayer (1979). The conclusion was that advance
organizers do facilitate long term retention and conceptual
understanding if prepared and presented properly using
language and examples relevant to the students' prior
knowledge. Visual aids and metacognitive reading strategies
seem to enhance the effectiveness of advance organizers. If
the student already possesses prior knowledge of the subject
matter or makes mental connections between familiar and
unfamiliar content, then advance organizers are not needed.

iii
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Chapter One
Introduction
Effective teaching begins with advance planning. In order
to best meet the needs of students when planning, it is
essential to clarify what students already know. This is
important for two reasons: first, to avoid wasting
instructional time, and second, to help students bridge the
gap between what is familiar and content that is unknown or
new to them.
One instructional device for use in bridging the known to
the unknown is the advance organizer. This tool was developed

in the 1960's by David Ausubel. Advance organizers are
information the teacher presents, at the onset of a deductive
lesson, used by students to help them mentally organize new
material. Advanced organizers are also thought to assist
students in learning and retaining material that is
subsequently read. According to Ausubel (1963), they must be
constructed so that the content of the organizer is at a
higher level of abstraction, inclusiveness, and generality
than is the new textual information.
According to Ausubel (1968), students often have to learn
the details of an unfamiliar discipline before having
available a sufficient number of key anchoring ideas (p.137).
Therefore, advance organizers function as "ideational
scaffolding," or a frame of reference for the assimilation of
new textual material to be learned.
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Thus, advance organizers are intended to facilitate
learning through helping students to create a new schema, by
activating relevant prior knowledge and fashioning a new
structure for the logical and hierarchically organized
reception of new material.

Stated differently, the purpose

of the organizer, according to Ausubel (1963, p. 23), is to
relate the potentially meaningful materials to be learned to
the already existing cognitive structure of the learner. An
important assumption of Ausubel's

work is that the

learner's cognitive structure is organized hierarchically in
terms of highly inclusive broad concepts

under which are

subsumed less inclusive subconcepts as well as specific
pieces of information.
With the advent of increasingly sophisticated and
detailed research on information processing, this body of
research continues to grow. Thus, this researcher will
evaluate the effectiveness of advance organizers in enhancing
students' cognitive growth. Following an extensive review of
the literature this researcher will analyze and evaluate the
literature and also provide a set of recommendations for the
construction, usage, and presentation of advance organizers.
Moreover, two samples of applying advance organizers to
content material will be provided.
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Definition of Terms
Advance Organizer: A set of materials that is related to new
material but written on a higher level of abstraction,
inclusiveness, and generality than the new textual
information. Ausubel (1963)
Assimilation: Incorporating new ideas to make them a part of
one's present cognitive store of meanings, as contrasted
to accommodation, which requires restructuring current
mental structures.
Jewell, M. G. & Zintz, M. V.
Naturally (2nd ed.). Iowa:
Cognitive Style:

(1986). Learning to Read
Kendall/Hunt.

refers to self-consistent and enduring

individual differences in cognitive organization and
functioning.
Correlative Subsumption: A process wherein new learning
material is an extension, elaboration, or qualification
of previously learned propositions. Ausubel (1963)
Derivative Subsumption: A process wherein the learning
material constitutes a specific example of an
established concept in cognitive structure, or is
supportive of illustrative of a
previously learned general proposition. Ausubel (1963)
Effect Size: A standardized measure of treatment that may be
applied to a single study or averaged across several
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studies of similar type to provide a composite figure.
Glass (1978)
Narrative Language: A form of composition in speech or
writing that describes, gives an account of, or tells a
story, as contrasted to the expository form which
explains. Story language is narrative.
Progressive Differentiation: content presented to students or
knowledge students possess, organized in descending
order of inclusiveness. Ausubel (1963)
Reception Learning: refers to the situation where the content
of the learning task (what is to be learned) is
presented to rather than independently discovered by the
learner.
Schema: The organization of experience in the mind or brain.
Webster's Third New International Dictionary, Vol. III,
1971 Philippines, G. & C. Merriam Co.
Also, schema is an understanding held.
Jewell, M. G. & Zintz, M. V. (1986). Learning to Read
Naturally (2nd ed.).

Iowa:

Kendall/Hunt.

Subsume: to view, list, or classify as a component in an
overall or more comprehensive classification, summation,
or synthesis.
Subsumption: the act or process of subsuming: a bringing
under a major category.
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Chapter Two: Review of Related Literature
Research on advance organizers has been conducted for
the past thirty years. This term, "advance organizer,"
originated with the work completed by the major learning
theorist, David P.

Ausubel.

In his book, The Psychology of

Meaningful Learning (1963) his theory of meaningful learning
is explained, along with his ideas on the design and
function of advance organizers.
Theoretical Background on Advance Organizers
Advance organizers are one type of pre instructional
strategy available for teachers' classroom use. Other types
of preinstructional strategies include: pretests, behavioral
objectives, and overviews. All of these strategies are
appropriate for use in deductive teaching. However, what
distinguishes advance organizers from other teaching
strategies is their emphasis on context. According to
Hartley and Davies (1976),

"Advance organizers emphasize

context, whereas content is the controlling feature of
pretests, objectives, and usually overviews" (p.244). Hartley
and Davies conclude," pretests alert, behavioral objectives
inform, overviews prepare, and advance organizers clarify"
(p.246) .
Cliburn (1990) further defined advance organizers as:
A preinstructional strategy that presents the major
background concepts for a subsequent unit of study.
Advance organizers are constructed at a higher level
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of generality than the material they introduce and are
intended to address deficiencies in prior knowledge in
such a way as to promote meaningful learning. (p.214)
According to Ausubel, (1963), potentially meaningful
material is learned when it fits an existing cognitive
structure, interacts with established elements of that
structure, and is appropriately placed under a relevant and
more inclusive concept in that cognitive structure. Ausubel
assumes that the learner's cognitive structure is organized
hierarchically in terms of highly inclusive concepts under
which are linked or subsumed less inclusive subconcepts and
information data.

According to Ausubel, placement of newly

learned meaningful material within this hierarchically
organized system of knowledge occurs through a process called
"progressive differentiation." This process pertains to the
analyzing one does cognitively when comparing a new piece of
information against existing cognitive concepts. The issue
is one of discriminability. The teacher's role in
facilitating the learning and retention of new material is
to show the student, through an advance organizer, how the
new content relates to the previously learned content.
Orlich, et ale

(1990), note that:

Ausubel maintains that through careful structuring of
materials and learning experiences by the teacher, the
learner will be able to translate newly learned
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content into something meaningful. The teacher's task
is to develop an abstract statement that encompasses
all aspects of the lesson and that the student can
relate to previously learned material. (p.78)
This linking of previously learned concepts to new
material is what Novak (1977) terms "cognitive bridging."
Cognitive bridging is the intended function of advance
organizers. Novak states that "advance organizers probably
function only to the extent that some relevant subsumers
exist, and association between existing subsumers and new
information is perceived by the learner" (p.79).

Therefore,

the learner's prior knowledge, or "previously learned
material," is an important variable in this transfer.
According to Osgood (1949), transfer refers to

the effects

of prior learning on the learning of new material.

Positive

transfer occurs when previous learning makes new learning
easier; negative transfer occurs when previous learning makes
new learning more difficult. In general, the more two tasks
have in common, the more likely it is that learning of one
will result in positive transfer to the other.
In their meta-analysis of the use of selected advance
organizers from 1960 to 1970, Kozlow and White (1979) found
that if the learners do not have relevant subsumers to which
the new material can be related, they will be required to
memorize isolated facts.

Therefore, an essential criterion
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for meaningful learning is the existence of relevant, clear,
stable, and generalizable subsumers in the learner's
cognitive structure.
Ring and Novak (1971, p.330) also demonstrate that
prior knowledge of concepts is more critical than prior
knowledge of facts in facilitating learning and retention.
Prior knowledge of facts facilitates new learning only in
the presence of the appropriate conceptual framework. Where
the student does not have the appropriate conceptual
framework, Ausubel advocates the use of an expository
advance organizer.

Expository organizers are advocated for

use with all unfamiliar material.

Where the student has

prior knowledge of the prospective lesson, a comparative
organizer is recommended.
Ausubel (1963) cites the "role of discriminability" in
the process of meaningful learning and retention:
The discriminability of new material from previously
learned concepts in cognitive structure is a major
variable in meaningful learning and retention ....
When discriminability between new learning material
and established concepts in cognitive structure is
inadequate because of the instability or ambiguity
of prior knowledge, comparative organizers that
explicitly delineate similarities and differences
between the two sets of ideas can significantly
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increase discriminability and hence facilitate
learning and retention. This method of facilitating
learning and retention is probably more effective
than overlearning of the new material, since such
overlearning does not in any way strengthen or
clarify the subsuming concepts which provide
anchorage for long-term retention. When established
ideas in cognitive structure are already clear and
stable, however, organizers do not have a facilitative
effect. (pp.89-90)
Kozlow and White (1979, p.3) conclude that comparative
advance organizers may be more effective than expository
ones, in most instances.
A review of the related literature on organizers
reveals that two other types of organizers have been
evaluated: narrative and mixture.

The term, "mixture,"

refers to any combination of expository, comparative or
narrative style of writing used within the same study.
Narrative organizers present information in a story form.
Content within a given advance organizer can be presented as
concepts or statements of relationships.
Throughout the literature advance organizers differ not
only in style, but also in the chosen mode of presentation:
oral, written, or both. Also, the many variables within the
studies can be grouped into two types: subject
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Some of

the subject characteristics reported in the research include:
sex, grade level, and subject ability or knowledge.

Other

non-subject related variables examined include: subject area,
and time lapse between the treatment and the test of recall
or comprehension questions given after the treatment.
A large number of studies have been completed on this
topic in the last thirty years. One way of grouping these is
by proponents and detractors. Some of the often cited
proponents include: Ausubel (1960, 1978, 1980), Mayer (1979a,
1979b), Luiten, Ames, and Ackerson (1980), Stone (1983),
Jerrolds (1985), Slate and Charlesworth Jr. (1989).
Detractors include: Barnes and Clawson (1975), Hartley and
Davies (1976), Anderson, Spiro, and Anderson (1978), Clark
and Bean (1982), and Healy (1989).
The following review is organized around the interplay
of the proponents and detractors and the research this
dialogue generated. This review is also presented
chronologically.
Barnes and Clawson's research and replies
In 1975 Barnes and Clawson reviewed thirty-two studies
on advance organizers conducted between 1960 to 1974.

Table

1 of their study lists these 32 studies chronologically, and
specifies whether or not the results were statistically
significant. Of the 32 studies reviewed, 12 were significant,
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while the remaining 20 were not.
Barnes and Clawson conclude:
When the variables --length of study, ability level of
subjects, grade level of subjects, type of organizer,
and cognitive level of the learning tasks--were
analyzed separately, no clear patterns emerged
regarding the facilitative effects of advance
organizers.

We must conclude from this that advance

organizers, as presently constructed, generally do not
facilitate learning. (p. 651)
Hartley and Davies (1976), on the other hand, reviewed
studies of preinstructional strategies completed from 1960
to 1975. Their review of advance organizer studies revealed
that, in the majority of cases, organizers appeared to
facilitate both learning and retention (Ausubel, 1960;
Ausubel & Fitzgerald, 1961; Ausubel & Youseff, 1963; Newton &
Hickey, 1965; Merrill & Stolurow, 1966; Scandura & Wells,
1967; Grotelueschen & Sjogren, 1968: Kuhn & Novak, 1971:
Earle, 1970; Krams, Deichmann, & Reed (Note 1). Hartley and
Davies reviewed some studies that showed advance organizers
do not significantly facilitate learning and retention:
(Bertou, Clasen, & Lambert, 1972: Graber, Means, & Johnston,
1972; Clawson & Barnes, 1975: Jerrolds, 1967; Thelen, 1971:
Barron (Note 2». Finally, they found several studies which
conclude that the effects of advance organizers appear to be
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specific, rather than generalized (Earle, 1971; Projer,
Taylor, Mann, Coulson, & Bayuk, 1970).

Hartley and Davies

(1976) conclude that, at best, the research seems confusing.
They state, "Despite a seemingly sound theoretical base (see
Ausubel, 1963), it is now recognized that there is no
acceptable way of generating or recognizing advance
organizers .... Further serious research must await this
problem of operationalizing the concept" (p.256).
Lawton and Wanska (1977), in their reply to Barnes and
Clawson (1975), cite the following limitations of Barnes and
Clawson's work: (1) Barnes and Clawson organize their review
first by a global classification of studies, according to
their findings.

They treat studies as though they are

"similar," when they may be very dissimilar.
Lawton and Wanska observe:
although a group of studies may be "similar" in terms
of utilizing a written organizer, they may be very
diversified in terms of subjects' age or ability level,
length of treatment, or subject matter taught.
Nevertheless, the authors treat them as comparable
studies. (p. 236)
A second limitation of Barnes and Clawson's research,
according to Lawton and Wanska, pertains to how they used
the term "study." Their use of the term contributes to a
somewhat inaccurate perception of advance organizer research.
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Specifically, Barnes and Clawson state that 18 "studies" were
reviewed.

However, the published works consist of only nine

studies. The implication is that the research efforts were
all independent, when, in fact, some were not. Lawton and
Wanska conclude that this type of analysis provides only
superficial information on the results of selected
investigations. They argue that "It cannot, because of its
particular orientation, answer the question posed by the
authors" (p. 237) .
Kozlow & White (1978)
In 1978, Kozlow and White conducted a meta-analysis of

99 selected advance organizer experiments, gleaned from 77
research reports, completed from 1960 to 1977. Unlike
Clawson and Barnes' (1975) review, the reviewers subjected
these studies to statistical tests.
The two dependent variables in Kozlow and White's (1978)
study were measures of the magnitude of the difference
between the achievement means for students provided the
advance organizer and control groups.

The independent

variables described characteristics of the sample, treatment
administration conditions, type of subject matter, quality
of the research procedures, and characteristics of the
advance organizers and learning materials.
Of the 99 T scores computed for the experimental
comparisons between advance organizer recipients and control
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groups, 68 were positive, indicating the observed means for
the advance organizer group to be higher than those for the
control groups. Twenty-two of these 68 were statistically
significant, while none of the twenty-nine negative
T-statistics were significant. Two T-statistics showed no
significance whatsoever. Moreover, ten of the sixty-three
independent variables showed significant positive
correlations with both dependent variables. Seven manifested
significant correlations with one dependent variable but not
the other.
Kozlow and White (1978, pp.3-4) formed the following
conclusions, based on the aforementioned correlations: (1)
Student inability to understand the advance organizer
information may account for some of the non-significant
results. (2) Advance organizers are probably more likely to
show facilitative effects when the reading level is
appropriate to the grade level, when the rate of
introduction of new ideas is slower, when the content is
less complex, and when students are given more time to
process the advance organizer information. (3) Comparative
organizers may be more effective than expository ones, and (4)
advance organizers may be less effective when the subject
matter is science, more effective for classification
concepts, and more effective at higher grade levels.
Another prominent proponent of advance organizer's
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efficacy is Mayer. In 1979, Mayer, in his review of 44
published studies, found that predictions from assimilation
theory were confirmed.

Namely, advance organizers had a

stronger positive effect if learners (1) lacked prerequisite
skills or knowledge, (2) if the learning material was poorly
organized, or (3) if generalized outcomes were measured.
In support of Mayer's (1979) findings, Yuill and
Joscelyne (1988) found that advance organizers help
conceptual, but not factual recall. This study isolates
learner characteristics to measure their impact on learning
and reception, and many of the other reviewed studies missed
this variable. In this study, two groups of young readers
were compared after both integrative and nonintegrative
pictorial advance organizers were presented to each of the
subjects. The two groups were equally skilled at decoding,
but one was better at inductive-type comprehension.

Thus,

the independent variable being manipulated in this study was
comprehension ability, meaning the child's ability to
extract meaning from text.

Yuill and Joscelyne's (1988)

hypothesized that less skilled children would show higher
comprehension scores on stories with integrated organizers
than on those with nonintegrated ones. Furthermore, Yuill
and Joscelyne expected that skilled comprehenders would be
relatively unaffected by the degree of organization provided.
This study affirmed the aforementioned hypotheses. Yuill and
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Joscelyne describe their work and findings as follows:
In Experiment 1, children read abstract stories with
titles and pictures that did or did not integrate story
information. Providing integrative cues improved
comprehension by poor, but not good comprehenders, but
had no effect on verbatim recall. Both skill groups
recalled more main ideas than subsidiary ones. In
Experiment 2, two new groups read the stories without
pictures or titles.

Poor comprehenders trained to look

for "clue words" to infer main story consequences,
implicit in the stories, showed better comprehension
than such children given no training. Good comprehenders
performed at a unifor.mly high level regardless of
training. (p.152)
Another major study supporting the efficacy of
organizers was published in 1980 by Luiten, Ames, and
Ackerman.

They completed a meta-analysis of 135 advance

organizer studies, conducted from 1960 to 1979, analyzing
them using Glass's technique. Luiten, Ames, and Ackerman
found that, overall, these studies had a "small but
facilitative effect on learning and retention" (p.217). They
further found that the small effect may be a function of the
short duration of treatment of the typical study---one or
two class periods.

The findings indicate that advance

organizers facilitate learning in all content areas, and
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with individuals of all grade and ability levels.
Learning and Retention
In 1982 Clark and Bean reported that the focus of
research for the last twenty years had been whether or not
and under what conditions organizers can facilitate learning
and retention. They projected that future trends in research
would investigate the following variables: age, ability,
prior knowledge, type, and derivation of advance organizer,
the structural and topic characteristics of the target
passage, and the length of treatment and retention intervals.
Clark and Bean's (1982) review of the literature
revealed problems of interpretation and definition of
advance organizers, and misinterpretation of research
findings. Clark and Bean conclude, "Work on organizers could
logically be abandoned without abandoning the basic paradigm"
(p.8), the "paradigm" being Ausubel's theory of assimilation.
(See Ausubel, 1963)
In 1983, Stone conducted yet another meta-analysis on
the efficacy of advance organizers. He analyzed 29 reports
which yielded 112 studies. Stone used Glass's meta-analysis
technique to compare these results with predictions from
Ausubel's (1963) model of assimilative learning. This
comparison yielded mixed results.

Stone found that using

advance organizers to introduce new material to be learned
does facilitate long-term learning.

Moreover, Stone said,

Advance Organizer

18

"The facilitation of factual learning by generalized advance
organizers also is consistent with Ausubel's model" (p.197).
Other results were not supportive of Ausubel's theory.
Consistent with the findings of Luiten, Ames, and
Ackerman (1980), Jerrolds (1985) concluded that most of the
studies of the effectiveness of advance organizers have been
one shot or short-term efforts. Jerrolds said, "It would
seem that such a trial provides the least possible chance
for the advance organizer to be effective" (p.76). Regarding
construction and usage, Jerrolds recommends that the advance
organizer needs to be carefully prepared and taught.
Regarding their efficacy, Jerrolds concluded:
If textbook authors and teachers would employ the
system in constructing a substantial body of textual
materials, and if teachers would teach and provide
practice in the use of the system over substantial
lengths of time, there is good reason to believe that
reading to learn at the junior high school level and
beyond could be greatly improved (p.86).
In 1988, Corkill et ale found that students who
carefully read an advance organizer before an assignment
demonstrate improved memory performance on delayed tests, if
they are given the opportunity to reread the organizer
before the time of the test.

However, advance organizers

did not help recall if reread too soon.
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In 1989, Slate and Charlesworth found that advance
organizers foster learning under three conditions: (1) when
the student lacks the prerequisite knowledge,

(2) when the

goal of instruction is transfer of learning, and (3) when
concrete analogies are used.

They also stress the

importance of "meaningfulness" as used in the information
processing model of human memory (Anderson, 1985; Atkinson &
Shiffin.

1968; Craik & Lockhart. 1972; Gagne. 1985).

Meaningfulness occurs when students understand
generalizations, rules, and relationships between facts and
principles for which they see an association between new
material and prior knowledge and/or experiences; and when
information is presented at the learner's level of
understanding.

Healy (1989) conducted a study with 55

ninth-grade science students, comparing the effects of two
pretreatments, an advance organizer and a prerequisite
knowledge passage on learning and retention measured at low
(knowledge and comprehension) and high (application and
analysis) levels of the cognitive domain. The group means,
for the two question levels and the total score, were not
found to be significantly different (p>O.05) for either the
posttest or retention test. The results of this study do not
provide evidence that an advance organizer facilitates
learning and retention any more than does a pre instructional
treatment that concentrates on developing prerequisite
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knowledge.
Townsend and Clarihew (1989) studied the effect of
advance organizers on young students' reading comprehension.
They support the use of advance organizers with young
children who have strong prior knowledge of the prospective
content.

However, advance organizers did not work with

students with weak prior knowledge.

This expected result

reinforces previous research that comprehension in reading
tasks is functionally related to schema development (Anderson

& Pearson, 1984).
Kloster and Winne (1989) found that true advance
organizers promote learning conditionally, that condition
being whether the organizers are used appropriately and
accurately. A student's ability to link information
correctly, in the advance organizer, with new information,
is critical.

They state, "When students are unable to link

correctly, their achievement may suffer relative to groups
that have not been given an advance organizer"(p.14).
Groller (1991) theorized that the lack of agreement on the
advance organizers' usefulness may be due to an omission of
an important ingredient rather than a failure to follow
Ausubel's (1963) original plan. Groller studied the
effectiveness of coupling advance organizers with
meta-cognitive strategies. Groller concluded: "Using
metacognitive strategies did lead to significantly higher
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reading scores than the use of advance organizers alone or
merely reading an introductory passage, and that the benefits
increased as the students practiced using

the strategies "

(p.473).
Summary: Given the scientific breakthrough of Glass's (1977)
meta-analysis technique, we are now able to group similar
studies for the purpose of running statistical tests. These
types of analyses assist in the evaluation of the validity of
the findings of past research. This is an invaluable help,
given the large volume of research on this topic.
Nonetheless, it remains difficult to make
generalizations about the efficacy of advance organizers.
Instead, the research is beginning to yield bits of relevant
information to the particular subjects of these studies. It
appears that the future research trend in advance organizer
research will address the information processing models.
Specifically, information processing research addresses
questions regarding how humans learn, think, read, and
remember. And these issues all seem to influence the
feasibility of using organizers in the classroom to facilitate
learning and retention.

The research reviewed herein

(Bransford, 1979) indicates that the prior knowledge the
learner brings to a learning situation can influence how the
learner interprets new information.

Advance Organizer

22

Other important conditions include the way the teacher
plans, prepares, and presents the advance organizer.
This study shall synthesize the research and provide an
analysis and evaluation of it, and also provide information
about the conditions affecting advance organizer efficacy.
Based upon that body of literature, the researcher will
demonstrate two models for implementing this body of
knowledge.
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Chapter Three: Procedures

There exists, currently, thirty years of research
regarding the efficacy of advance organizers, and yet the
findings are mixed.

Therefore, it is necessary to examine

these studies and reports in detail, to glean some
understanding of how and when to best use this
preinstructional strategy. In addition, given the large
volume of information available, there is a need for a summary
and evaluation of this information in condensed form. The
purpose of this study is to clarify under what conditions
advance organizers facilitate or hinder the learning and
retention of new classroom material. This study should benefit
teachers whose students are upper-elementary aged, or older.
It is intended to provide teachers with a guide for
construction, presentation, and usage of advance organizers.
In addition to informing the reader about the history and
evaluation of organizer research, this researcher provides
recommendations gleaned from the research, as well as sample
organizers.
Step one consisted of conducting an extensive review of
the literature. The studies included were published between
1960 and 1990. Some of these were experimental in design, and
some were reviews, or meta-analyses.

Other sources consulted

included texts, reference books, and doctoral theses (see the
bibliography for citations). Following the introduction to
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Chapter Two, the findings were reported chronologically. Step
two (Chapter Four) consisted of an evaluation of selected
studies based on the six conditions which Mayer (1979) reports
must be met, if advance organizers are to have an effect.
Mayer stated:
1. Material. The material must be unfamiliar to the
learner. In terms of assimilation theory, this means
that the material should not contain or elicit
any general subsuming context from the learner.
2. Material. The material must be potentially
meaningful or conceptual. This means that it should
be possible

that an assimilative context (or set of

concepts) could exist for helping the learner
organize and comprehend the material.
3. Advance Organizer. The advance organizer must
provide or locate the meaningful context.
4. Advance Organizer. The advance must encourage the
learner to use that context during learning.
5. Learner. The learner does not possess relevant
conceptual context for the material, and does not
normally try to relate new information to his/her
existing conceptual frameworks.
6. Test. The test should measure the breadth of
learning. Assimilation theory predicts that the
advance organizer subjects should integrate new
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information with old and thus acquire broader
outcomes. Performance measures should measure this
by using transfer and long term retention, rather
than only verbatim retention. (p.134)
The researcher evaluated selected, current studies and
stated whether or not they met the six conditions listed
above.

Next, the researcher summarized the findings. No

statistical tests were run on this data because this is not
an experimental study, but rather an evaluative one. The
assumption is that those studies that meet these six
conditions of assimilation theory will suggest for teachers
how to prepare, present and use advance organizers.
Chapter Four will also include two sample advance
organizers of the researcher's creation, followed by
explanations and caveats regarding their usage. Samples
shall serve the purpose of providing actual organizers to
model for classroom application. For recommendations and
conclusions, see Chapter Five.
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Chapter Four
I.

Ausubel's (1968) theoretical explanation of how advance
organizers function cognitively to increase learning.
According to Ausubel (1968) advance organizers probably
facilitate the incorporability and longevity of
meaningful learned material in three ways.
Ausubel states:
First, they explicitly draw upon and mobilize
whatever relevant anchoring concepts are already
established in the learner's cognitive structure and
make them part of the subsuming entity. Thus, not
only is the new material rendered more familiar and
potentially meaningful, but the most relevant
ideational antecedents in cognitive structure are
also selected and utilized in integrated fashion.
Second, advance organizers at an appropriate level
of inclusiveness, by making subsumption under
specifically relevant propositions possible (and
drawing on other advantages of subsumptive
learning), provide optimal anchorage.

This promotes

both initial learning and later resistance to
obliterative subsumption. Third, the use of advance
organizers renders unnecessary much of the rote
memorization to which students often resort because
they are required to learn the details of an
unfamiliar discipline before having available a
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sufficient number of key anchoring ideas. Because of
the unavailability of such ideas in cognitive
structure to which the details can be
nonarbitrarily and substantively related, the
material, although logically meaningful, lacks
potential meaningfulness. (p.137-138)
II. Construction and presentation of advance organizers.
The following guidelines for teachers are gleaned from
the research completed by Jerrolds (1985), and Groller,
Kender, and Honeyman (1991).
1. The teacher reads the new material the students will
be assigned to read from the text or other applicable
source. Jot down each key idea, main idea, and unusual
idea in the material. Facts that could be combined in a
sentence or two are noted.
2. Reorder the ideas so that they reflect main ideas and
their relationship to subordinate details. This writer
advocates the use of an outline for the process.
3."Use examples in varied contexts and real incidents or
illustrations that relate what the reader knows to the
real material" (Groller, Kender, & Honeyman, p.474).
4. Prepare sentences that are more inclusive, general,
and specific than the content of the new material but
that are related to that content.
5. Include questions in the organizer content that
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require the student to compare their prior knowledge to
the new material to be learned.
6. The organizer should be one-tenth to one-fifth as
long as the new material that follows.
7. Explain to the students the purpose of the organizer
and most importantly, how to use it. Specifically, the
teacher should explain that the function of the organizer

is to make them aware of any important concepts related to
the new unit that they may already be familiar with, or
secondly, to help them form new general ideas to which
they can relate the new material.

The students should be

told that the organizer also provides them with the "big
picture," so to speak, about the general ideas of the new
unit and how these general ideas relate to what they have
already learned.
8. Provide instruction in metacognitive strategies so that
the students know how to use the organizer and are able
to apply what they have learned. Specifically, this
strategy involves teaching the students to monitor their
own reading comprehension by asking themselves questions
while reading. Examples might include: How does this
information (in the class text) relate to the information
from the organizer?

It is an example of a main idea?, or

does it provide further elaboration of a general idea from
the organizer content? These sorts of questions help the
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student to attend to the material so learning can occur.
9. Present the advance organizer to the students at least
twenty-four hours before introducing the new unit, and
again just prior to testing. This writer also recommends
referring to it as the unit progresses, explaining to
the students how the content therein relates to the
material covered that day or week.
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III. Sample advance organizer lesson plans:
Grade level: 5th or 6th.
Subject: Social Studies
Unit Topic: Climate, Landforms, and Natural Resources.
Advance Organizer: Geographic characteristics such as
climate, landforms, and natural resources of any given area
on earth affect the way people live.
Objectives:
1. For the student to understand the interaction between
nature and mankind's survival so that when provided
descriptions of the various habitats (grassland, forest,
plains, desert) on earth, the student can list or state
logical occupations, population densities, types of shelters
and construction materials, and defense strategies used by
people who live in that type of climate.
2. For the student to acquire map reading and chart
interpreting skills so that when shown landform maps the
student can accurately use the legend to describe local
rivers, mountains, forests or other particular landforms.
Also the students need to be able to look at charts showing
population or occupational data and to correctly answer
questions asked about them.
Rationale: Students need to understand that there are reasons
why our ancestors chose to live in a certain area and that
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the history of mankind involves an understanding that people
learned to adapt to the particular geographic conditions
where they lived. It is helpful for students to understand
that societies formed unarbitrarily, and moreover that
mankind does depend on nature for many of our lifestyle
choices.
Content:

Climate, weather, landforms, natural resources,

lifestyles (occupations), recreation, population density,
maps, charts, types of construction, and defenses.
Procedures:
1. Display advance organizer on overhead projector and read
it aloud to the class. Tell the students that they have
already learned what landforms are and ask if there are any
questions about terms used in the organizer that they do not
understand. Ask questions to check for understanding. For
example you could ask the students, "What comes to mind when
I say the way people live?"
2. Explain to the students the purpose of the advance
organizer. For example, the teacher could say, "This
statement I just read is called an advance organizer, and its
purpose is to help you understand how the material we are
about to read relates to what you have already learned. It
will help you organize the new information in your mind.
This statement is intentionally broad, however, specific
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examples will be provided throughout the next few weeks, and
we will continue to refer back to this statement to compare
it against what else we have learned.
3. Teach the following generalization: The climate, water
supply, and landforms of any given area affect every facet of
that society's chosen form of food gathering, occupations,
types of homes and other structures, recreation, and defenses
against enemies.
4. Ask the students to provide their own examples, of say,
what they like to do for recreation. In Florida, for example,
many students may respond that they enjoy going to the beach.
Ask if their choices are affected by the geographic
characteristics of the area they live in.
5. Continue to introduce concepts and facts on this topic and
keep track of student responses. The chalkboard may be useful
for this purpose. Ask the students to provide summary
statements.
6. Have the students form groups to examine relationships
between each of the components of the generalization (#3)
in more detail, citing examples from their own experience or
knowledge.
Sample concept: Climate is the average weather conditions of
a region over a period of many years.
Sample fact: Climate factors include precipitation,
temperature, atmospheric pressure, wind direction and speed.
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Materials: overhead projector, relief maps, transparencies
for different habitats around the world showing landform,
population density, and sources of income.
Evaluation:
1. Informal: class and group participation.
2. Formal: written quiz on map reading skills, chart
interpretation skills, and essay questions regarding
interaction between man, his environment and corresponding
lifestyles for different habitats.
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III. Sample Advance Organizer Lesson Plan, Ausubel Model.
Grade levels: 1-3. Note: flexible range due to vocabulary and
content complexity teacher chooses to use.
TOpic: Biology
Objectives:
1. For the students to understand that animals' bodies have a
certain shape, size, color, odor or sound to help them
survive in the place that they live. Additionally they
need to learn some vocabulary terms related to this unit.
2. For the students to be able to explain camouflage, in
their own words.
3. For the student to understand that animals are similar to
humans, occasionally, in the function of certain body
parts, i.e., ears for hearing, eyes for seeing, a nose
for smelling, feet for walking, running, and hopping,
and so on.
4. Moreover, the students need to understand that animals'
bodies change to fit the particular environment they
live in and that these adaptations might not be
beneficial if this same animal lived in a different
region or climate.
Teacher activity sequence:
1. Review from last topic: Human body parts and functions.
2. Introduce new topic: animals, their bodies, and how they
adapt to their particular habitats and environments.
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3. Present organizer. Write this organizer on the board,
then read and explain it to the class:
Animals' bodies, like humans' bodies, help them survive
(gather food or fight off enemies) in the place
they live.
4. Check for understanding of terms contained in the #3.
5. Present examples in the order listed below. Explain
to class that they are color coded (matting), to match
the body part or function being observed and discussed.
Order of presentation of examples:
(Note: a-i are body parts. j-m are other body functions.)
a. eyes
b. ears
c. nose/tusks
d. tongue
e. feet
f. legs
g. claws, fingers
h. tails
i. quills

j. color (camouflage)
k. smell
1. speed
m. shape
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n. sound
6. Ask these questions after each example is presented to
the class:
1. What is this part? Do humans have this part?
2. What is the function of this part?
3. Is the function similar to that of the human part?
4. Are there other similar examples?
Phase three: Strengthening Cognitive Organization
Teacher questions students:
1. What are the body parts we have looked at? List these on
the chalkboard. See ex's 1-9.
2. What other things (attributes) about animals have we
observed and discussed? ie. camouflage, odor, size,
speed, and sounds.
3. How are animals body parts similar to those of humans?
How are they different?
4. Define the terms adaptation, habitat, and environment in

in your own words.
5. Ask for summary statements, if not already covered in
the above questions.

Student Activity Sequence:
Observe examples
Answer questions
Make inferences
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Complete evaluation questions orally.
Materials: mounted examples, chalkboard and chalk.
Evaluation Procedures:
1. Class participation.
2. When asked, the student should be able to explain that
animals have different body parts, just like humans, that
are used to help them survive. Survival involves two main
concepts: gathering food and protection against enemies.
3. The student should be able to define the terms
environment, habitat, camouflage, and adaptation, in their
own words.
Note: Prompting may be necessary for the younger levels.
CONCEPT HIERARCHY
Animals
Survival techniques
Food gathering

Fighting enemies

eyes

camouflage

deserts

size

ears

voice

nose

tusks

tongue

quills

feet

odors

legs (limbs)

shape

claws, fingers
tails

Environment they live in
Habitats
oceans grasslands forests
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IV. Analysis of selected advance organizer studies based upon
Mayer's (1979) six conditions that are to be met if advance
organizers are to have an effect. Briefly stated these
conditions are:
1. The material must be unfamiliar to the learner.
2. The material must contain a set of concepts that could
help the learner organize and comprehend the new
material.
In this writer's opinion this means that the material is
different from rote learning because this information is
potentially meaningful and can be related to prior learned
concepts.
3. The advance organizer must provide or locate the
meaningful context. In this writer's view, this condition
relates to the two functions of advance organizers.
4. The advance organizer must encourage the learner to use
that context during learning.
5. The learner does not already possess relevant contextual
context for the material, and moreover does not normally
try to relate new information to his/her existing
conceptual framework.
6. The test should measure the breadth of learning, not just
verbatim recall.
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The following selected studies are evaluated on a "yes" or
"no" basis in response to the above six conditions.

"Yes"

means that, in this writer's opinion from reviewing the
information reported in the particular study, the condition
was met.
Townsend and Clarihew (1989):
Experiment #1.

Experiment #2.

1. Yes

1. Yes

2. Yes

2. Yes

3. N/A (information not available)

3. Yes

4. N/A

4. Yes

5. N/A

5. Potentially

6. Yes

6. Yes

Groller, Kender, and Honeyman (1991):

1. Yes
2. Yes
3. Yes

4. Yes
5. N/A

6. Yes
Healy (1989):
1. N/A

2. Yes
3. Yes
4. Yes
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5. N/A

6. Yes
Kloster and Winne (1989):
1. No (In the researcher's view students have prior knowledge

about computers.)
2. Yes

3. Yes

4. Yes
5. N/A
6. Maybe
Derry (1984):
1. No (Greek mythology is probably familiar to these

subjects).
2. Yes
3. Yes
4. Yes
5. N/A

6. Yes (The posttest included inference questions).
Corkill, Bruning, Glover, and Krug (1988):
Experiment #1,
1. No (Formation of the solar system would probably be

familiar to the subjects).
2. Yes
3. Yes
4. N/A
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5. N/A
6. No (Recall questions on test).
Experiment #2,
1. N/A (Topic of advance organizer was not specified).

2. N/A
3. N/A
4. N/A

5. N/A
6. NO (Recall).
Experiment #3,
1. No (Same topic as Experiment #1).
2. Yes
3. Yes
4. N/A
5. N/A

6. Yes (Delayed testing and group b paraphrased the advance
organizer) .
Experiment #4,
1. Probably yes (Topic was Amelia Earhart's disappearance).

2. Yes

3. Yes
4. N/A
5. N/A

6. No
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Experiment #5,
1. N/A (Same as experiment #2).
2. N/A

3. N/A
4. N/A

5. N/A

6. Yes (Delayed test).
Experiment #6, Corkill, etal. (1988) continued.

1. N/A (Topic not specified).
2. N/A
3. N/A

4. N/A
5. N/A
6. Yes (Delayed test).
The aforementioned studies that do not show a "yes" for
condition number one, prior knowledge, may be invalid.
Expository organizers are not needed for subjects who
already possess the to be learned material in their memory.
As previously indicated, for students with prior knowledge of
the new unit of study, comparative organizers may be
beneficial.
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Chapter Five: Conclusions
This writer believes, based on the review of the
literature in Chapter two, that advance organizers do
facilitate "meaningful learning" for certain subjects, under
certain conditions. Among the most important conditions are
the following:
1. Do the students even need an advance organizer, given their
prior knowledge of the new unit's concepts?,
2. Was the organizer prepared properly at a higher level of
abstraction, generality and inclusiveness?,
3. Does the organizer contain the key concepts that enable the
students to make cognitive connections between the old and new
material?,
4. Was the right type of organizer used?,
5. Were the students taught the purpose of and how to use the
organizer as they read the new material (metacognitive reading
strategies)?, and
6. Does the student seek or form mental connections between
familiar and unfamiliar content without teacher prompting?
Based on the review of the literature contained herein,
research studies that were designed and implemented with the
aforementioned questions or conditions in mind generally
contained findings in favor of using advance organizers to
facilitate learning in subjects.

Advance Organizer

44

Regarding condition six, organizers seem to help students
who have not learned how to look for similarities and
differences between old and new material. Specifically, there
is research that shows this benefit accrues to students of low
reading comprehension (forming meaning from text) ability.
However, students with high reading ability and prior
knowledge can also benefit from comparative advance
organizers. Thus, it is not enough that the teacher understand
the theoretical underpinnings of advance organizer research.
Specifically, the teacher needs to know the students'
characteristics such as prior knowledge of the content, or if
the student naturally looks for similarities and differences
in old and new material, to know when, if, and how to best
prepare an advance organizer. For example, if the students are
unfamiliar with the new material, an expository organizer
should be used. Conversely, if the students are already
familiar with the intended content, the use of an organizer
may not be beneficial. But if the teacher decides it is
important that the students understand how the new content
relates to prior material covered, he or she may choose a
comparative organizer to make sure the students learn this
connection. Thus, even though research continues to yield bits
and pieces of information regarding when to use organizers,
and how best to prepare and present them to students, it
remains difficult to make any generalizations about advance
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organizer efficacy because each person's way of thinking,
forming schemas and interpreting new information is such a
uniquely individual process. Moreover, cognitive processes are
difficult to measure. Therefore, it is not easy to measure the
benefits of using advance organizers to increase learning in
subjects.
Kloster and Winne (1989) however, conducted a study
wherein students had to demonstrate how they related the
advance organizer to the text that followed by using traces.
This study represents a departure from prior research on
organizers because it verified operationally that students
actually connect information in the advance organizer to the
new material in the study. Specifically, while reading the
article with the organizer at hand, students coded each
paragraph, in the new material, by writing a number (0-4) in
a box located next to each paragraph. A zero meant the reader
found no information in the organizer that was related to the
information in that particular paragraph. Kloster and Winne
explain tracing as follows: "To code paragraphs according to
numbered sections of the organizer, it was assumed that
students had to activate information from each source and
assemble a link between the text and particular information in
the organizer. Thus, by coding a paragraph, students leave a
trace of their cognition while reading the text" (p.ll).
Kloster and Winne found that analysis of trace scores revealed
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students had difficulty connecting information in the concept
and analogy organizers to the text. These findings are
important because they show that even with properly prepared
organizers, they do not facilitate learning if the students
are not taught how to use them. This study suggests that the
focus of future research should be learner characteristics,
not just organizers.
The review of the literature on advance organizer
efficacy was complicated by the fact that many of the findings
seemed contradictory. For example, do expository organizers
facilitate factual or conceptual learning? The
answer depends on whose research one reads and accepts.
Ausubel (1960,1963, 1968) found expository organizers
facilitate factual learning, whereas Mayer and Bromage (1980)
found they help the learning of concepts only.
Thus, as Jerrolds (1985) aptly stated:
Disparate results of these studies are partially
accounted for in the variety of subjects used in the
experiments, organizers and modifications of organizers
used, research designs and the statistical treatments,
subject matter of the advance organizers and the material
to be learned, and the length of time involved in the
study, etc.(p.90)
An important caveat regarding the construction and

presentation of advance organizers is that they should be
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prepared by someone who knows the students well. This person
must also be willing to prepare the advance organizer
carefully, following the guidelines suggested by David P.
Ausubel (1963, 1968), which are discussed in Chapter Four. It
is imperative that the teacher ascertain (through a pre-test,
informal survey, or observations over time) the students'
prior knowledge of the intended new unit of study in order to
decide if an advance organizer is necessary. Moreover, it is
fundamental to the success of the organizer to isolate the key
concept(s) to be contained in the organizer, based on the
students' prior world or text knowledge. The primary purpose
of any organizer is to link the child's prior knowledge to the
unfamiliar material. The best way to achieve this connection
is to compare, through relevant examples from the child's
experience, the familiar concepts or schemata, to the general
or superordinate concepts of the new unit.
Many of the studies reviewed in Chapter Two assumed
that the subjects had no prior knowledge of the material
read during the experiment simply because the content was
technical or came from esoteric texts. So it is not surprising
that the results differ so often. Ausubel (1960, 1963, 1968,
1978) concedes that organizers are not effective if the
student already possesses the relevant subsumers in his or her
cognitive structure. Thus, the need to clarify what students
already know cannot be stressed enough.
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This researcher believes that organizers should be
presented with visual aids, to assist the visual learners and
to free up the brain to focus on the presentation of the
organizer content. Visual aid refers to diagrams, integrative
illustrations that summarize the story plot or main idea,
outlines, color coded subsections of a unit, charts, graphs or
whatever the teacher deems is age appropriate and reinforces
the content contextually, not simply through repetition.
Presenting facts in isolation should be avoided. An advance
organizer should focus on the "big picture," so to speak. The
teacher should tell the students that the material contained
in the advance organizer is intentionally more abstract,
general and inclusive than what will follow, because the
purpose of the organizer is twofold: it functions as an
activator of subsuming concepts and also provides subsuming
anchors. In layman's terms, organizers help students to bridge
the gap cognitively between the known and the new material to
be learned. Organizers, in this writer's opinion, help
students form mental connections between information already
existing in their minds, and the new textual material to be
learned. The term textual is important because organizer
research pertains to how a student learns unfamiliar written
material.
Another important recommendation regarding the
presentation and usage of advance organizers is that there is
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research to support the use of metacognitive strategies in
conjunction with the use of the advance organizer to increase
the amount and accuracy of free recall (Groller, Kender, &
Honeyman, 1991). In other words, the teacher can show students
how to monitor their own progress in comprehending the new
material by asking themselves questions while reading. For
example, students should ask themselves how the new material
relates to the previously learned content.

Also, the teacher

should prompt the students to refer to the general concepts
mentioned in the advance organizer. Does the information
stated in the new passage agree with or conflict with the
information in the advance organizer? This process of
comparing the similarities and differences of the old and new
material is what happens cognitively when learning, and
Ausubel (1963) refers to this process as "integrative
reconciliation."
This researcher also believes that the efficacy of using
advance organizers lies in their ability to increase long term
retention and understanding of concepts, rather than rote
learning. Many advance organizer experiments focused on
verbatim recall from passages rather than on tests that
measured the breadth of learning or transfer of learning. In
this writer's opinion this is a serious flaw. It would seem
the wrong measurement was used to test the validity of this
theory of meaningful learning and specifically the efficacy of
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advance organizers; when findings were not significant, the
researchers sometimes said the theory was inaccurate. This
researcher believes that even though there is still no
consensus on the efficacy of advance organizers, the theory
behind it (Ausubel's theory of meaningful verbal learning
1963, 1968) is still valid. Perhaps as Groller, Kender and
Honeyman (1991) suggest, there is a missing link.
Future Research Trends:
Based on the review of the research it appears that the
focus of future advance organizer research will examine
learner cognitive processes more than organizers.

The learner

variables are not the typical traits that come to mind like
age, sex, or I.Q., but rather how the particular subject
encodes new information. Thus information processing models
and schemata formation, structure, and processing are the
natural extensions of advance organizer research.
Progress has been made in defining advance organizers
operationally, thereby eliminating an often cited stumbling
block in past research. Moreover, important knowledge has been
gained about the conditions that influence advance organizer
efficacy in the classroom. For example, it is proven that
advance organizers are effective if presented initially, at
the time of encoding new information cognitively, and that
they do not increase recall if presented for the first time,
just prior to retrieval. Moreover, rereading an advance
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organizer before delayed testing facilitates recall (Corkill,
et al., 1988).

But more research in this area needs to be

done to clarify how much of a time delay between treatment and
testing yields evidence of the most learning.
Also, more research manipulating the length of treatment
shouYd prove useful. The variable, length of treatment, refers
to the number of times throughout the unit of study the
subject is shown, taught, and told how to use the advance
organizer. Unlike Ausubel (1960, 1963, 1968, 1978), this
writer questions the premise that presentation of an advance
organizer alone activates the relevant concepts existing in
the subjects mind or the formation of new schemata for the
anchoring of new knowledge. This presentation of the advance
organizer must be coupled with teaching the students how to
use the advance organizer content to make the intended
cognitive connections between prior knowledge and the new
material. This can be accomplished, in part, through the use
of metacognitive reading strategies.
The reason length of treatment should be studied further
is that much advance organizer research involves a one-shot
exposure to an advance organizer prior to testing of the
content covered in the experiments. Careful monitoring of the
efficacy of an advance organizer during a complete unit of
study, in an actual classroom setting, would add to our
knowledge base regarding the efficacy of advance organizers.
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Of course it would be important to follow all the conditions
and suggestions contained in Chapters Four and Five of this
paper to ensure validity. Additionally, a proper control group
for comparison of subjects who receive the advance organizer
treatment against those who do not is essential to ensure
scientific validity of results. Some studies had no control
group at all.
Finally, this writer stresses the importance of prior
knowledge in both learning and in the efficacy of using
advance organizers because the effect of prior knowledge on
the success of a student's reading comprehension appears to be
a stronger indicator than does the student's reading ability
level (Recht & Leslie, 1988). In other words, the influence of
prior knowledge on comprehension is such a powerful
determinant of success, that even poor readers demonstrate
higher comprehension scores than good readers if the reading
material pertains to an event they have previously
experienced, such as baseball, and if the good readers are
unfamiliar with baseball. Research that does not include
pretesting, however informally done, to clarify if the
prospective subject is already familiar with the intended
subject matter of the experiment, may be invalid.
Understanding of how advance organizers function (when they do
increase learning) is bound up with cognitive processes. Thus
both information processing and other brain research should
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continue to add to our ever increasing understanding of how we
learn, and ultimately clarify conclusively how advance
organizers function.

Advance Organizer

54

References
Anderson, J. (1985).
applications.

Cognitive psychology and its

(2nd Ed.) New York:

W. H. Freeman and

Company.
Anderson, R.C., & Pearson, P.D. (1984).

A schema-theoretic

view of basic processes in reading comprehension.

In P.D.

Pearson, R. Barr, M. Kamil, & P. Mosenthal (Eds.),
Handbook of reading research.

New York:

Longman.

Anderson, R.C., Spiro, R.J., & Anderson, M.e. (1978).
Schemata as scaffolding for the representation of
information in connected discourse.

American Educational

Research Journal, 15, 433-440.
Atkinson, R., & Shiffrin, R. (1968).

Human memory:

proposed system and its control processes.

A

In K. Spence,

& J. Spence, (Eds.), The Psychology of learning and
motivation. Vol. 2. New York:
Ausubel, D.P. (1960).

Academic Press.

The use of advance organizers in the

learning and retention of meaningful material.

Journal

of Educational Psychology, 51, 267-272.
Ausubel, D.P. (1963).
learning.

New York:

Ausubel, D.P. (1968).
View.

The psychology of meaningful verbal

New York:

Ausubel, D.P. (1978).

Gruene and Stratton.
Educational psychology:

A Cognitive

Holt, Rinehart and Winston.
In defense of advance organizers:

reply to the critics.

Review of Educational Research,

A

Advance Organizer

55

48, 251-258.
Ausube1, D.P., & Fitzgerald, D. (1961).

Organizer, general

background, and antecedent learning variables in
sequential verbal learning.

Journal of Educational

Psychology, 53, 243-249.
Ausubel, D.P., & Youssef, M. (1963).

Role of

discriminability in meaningful parallel learning.

Journal

of Educational Psychology, 54, 331-336.
Barnes, B.R., & Clawson, E.U. (1975).
faciltate learning?

Do advance organizers

Recommendations for further research

based on an analysis of 32 studies.

Review of Educational

Research, 45, 637-659.
Barron, R. (1971).

The facilitative effects of prose and

graphic advance organizers on learning meaningful verbal
materials.

Unpublished report of USOE, Oakland

University.
Bertou, D.P., Clasen, R.E., & Lambert, P. (1972).

An

analysis of the relative efficacy of advanced organizers,
post organizers, interspersed questions and combinations
thereof in facilitating learning and retention from a
televised lecture.

Journal of Educational Research, 65,

(7), 329-333.
Clark, C., & Bean, T. (1982).
research:
Reading

Improving advance organizer

Persistent problems and future directions.

World,~,

2-10.

Advance Organizer

56

Cliburn, J.W., Jr. (1990). Concept maps to promote meaningful
learning.

Journal of College Science Teaching, 19(4),

212-217.
Corkill, A.J., Bruning, R.H., Glover, J.A., & Krug, D.
(1988).

Advance organizers:

Retrieval context

hypotheses. Journal of Educational Psychology, 80(3),
304-311.
Craik, R., & Lockhart, R. (1972).
framework for memory research.
and Behavior,

A

Journal of Verbal Learning

11, 671-684.

Derry, S. J. (1984).
prose.

Levels of processing:

Effects of an organizer on memory for

Journal of Educational Psychology, 76, 98-107.

Earle, R. A.

(1970).

The use of vocabulary as a structural

over-view in seventh-grade mathematics (Doctoral
dissertation, Syracuse University, 1970).
Abstracts International,-1!, 5929.
No.

Dissertation

(UniverSity Microfilms

71-10909)

Gagne, E. (1985).
learning.
Glass, G.V.

The cognitive psychology of school

Boston:
(1977),

of research.

Little, Brown and Company.
Integrating findings:

The meta-analysis

Review of Educational Research,

~,

Graber, R.A., Means, R.S., & Johnston, T.D. (1972).

352-379.
The

effects of subsuming concepts on student achievement on
unfamiliar science learning material.
Science Technology,

~,

277-279.

Journal of Research

Advance Organizer

57

Groller, K.L., Kender, J.P., & Honeyman, D.S. (1991). Does
instruction on metacognitive strategies help high school
students use advance organizers?

Journal of Reading,

34(6), 470-475.
Grotelueschen, A.D., & Sjogren, D.O. (1968).

Effects of

differential structural introductory materials and
learning tasks on learning transfer.

American Educational

Research Journal, 2, 191-202.
Hartley, J., & Davies, I.K. (1976).

Preinstructional

strategies: The role of pretests, behavioral objectives,
overviews, and advance organizers.

Review of Educational

Research, 46, 239-265.
Healy, V.C. (1989).

The effects of advance organizers and

prerequisite knowledge passages on the learning and
retention of science concepts.

Journal of Research in

Science Teaching, 1Q(7), 627-642.
Jerrolds, R.W. (1985).
and use.

The advance organizer:

Its nature

In T.L. Harris & E.J. Cooper (EDS.), Reading,

thinking, and concept development (pp. 71-87).

New York:

College Entrance Examination Board.
Jewell, M.G., & Zintz, M.V. (1986).
naturally, (2nd ed.).

Iowa:

Learning to read

Kendall/Hunt.

Kloster, A.M., & Winne, P.H. (1989).

The effects of

different types of organizers on students' learning from
text.

Journal of Educational Psychology, 81(1), 9-15.

Advance Organizer

Kozlow, M.J. & White, A.L. (1978).

58

A meta-analysis of

selected advance organizer research reports from
1960-1977.

(Report No. SE025245).

Ohio State University.

(Eric Document Reproduction Service No. ED 161755)
Kuhn, D.J., & Novak, J.D.

(1971).

A study of cognitive

subsumption in the life sciences.

Science Education,

55(3), 309-320.
Krams, M.J., Deichmann, J.W., & Reed, G.W. (1974).

The

effects of advance organizers and type of review questions
on the retention of prose material.
manuscript, 1974.

Unpublished

(Available from the authors, Department

of Guidance and Educational Psychology, Southern Illinois
University, Carbondale, Ill.)
Lawton, J.T., & Wanska, S.K. (1977).
teaching strategy:

Advance organizers as a

A reply to Barnes and Clawson.

Review

of Educational Research, 47, 233-244.
Luiten, J., Ames, W., & Ackerson, G. (1980).

A meta-analysis

of the effects of advance organizers on learning and
retention.

American Educational Research Journal, 17,

211-218.
Mayer, R.E. (1979).

Can advance organizers influence

meaningful learning?

Review of Educational Research,

49(2), 371-383.
Mayer, R.E. (1979b).

Twenty years of research on advance

Advance Organizer

organizers:

59

Assimilation theory is still the best

predictor of results.

Instructional Science,

Mayer, R. E., & Bromage, B. K.

(1980).

~,

133-167.

Different recall

protocol for technical texts due to advance organizers.
Journal of Educational Psychology, 72, 209-225.
Mc Eneany, J. E. (1990).
learning?

Do advance organizers facilitate

A review of subsumption theory.

Journal of

Research and Development in Education, 23(2), 89-96.
Merrill, M.D., & Stolurow, L.M.

(1966).

Hierarchical

pre-view versus problem oriented review in learning an
imaginary science. American Educatioanl Research Journal,

1, 251-262.
Neuman, S. B., Burden, D., & Holden, E. (1990).

Enhancing

children'S comprehension of a televised story through
previewing.

Journal of Educational Research, 83(5),

258-265.
Newton, J.M., & Hickey, A.E. (1965).

Sequence effects in

programmed learning of a verbal concept.

Journal of

Educational Psychology, 56, 140-147.
Novak, J.D. (1977).

A theory of education.

Ithaca, New

York: Cornell University Press.
Orlich, D., Harder, R., Callahan, R., Kauchak, D.,
Pendergrass, R., & Keogh, A.

(1990).

Teaching strategies:

A guide to better instruction (3rd ed.).
Company.

D.C. Heath and

Advance Organizer

Osgood, C.E. (1949).

60

The similarity paradox in human

learning: A resolution. Psychological Review, 56, 132-143.
Proger, B.B., Taylor, R.G., Mann, L., Coulson, J.M., &
Bayuk, R.J.

(1970).

Conceptual pre-structuring for

detailed verbal passages.

Journal of Educational

Research, 64(1), 28-34.
Ring, D.G., & Novak, J.D.

(1971).

The effects of cognitive

structure variables on achievement in college chemistry.
Journal of Research in Science Teaching,
Scandura, J.M., & Wells, J.N. (1967).
learning abstract mathematics.

~,

325-333.

Advance organizers in

American Educational

Research Journal, !(3), 303-320.
Slate, J.R., & Charlesworth, J.R., Jr. (1989).
processing theory:

Classroom applications.

Information
Reading

Improvement, 26(1), 2-6.
Stone, C. (1983).
studies.

A meta-analysis of advance organizer

Journal of Experimental

Thelen, J.N. (1971).

Education,~,

194-199.

The use of advance organizers and guide

material inviewing science motion pictures in a ninth
grade (Doctoral dissertation, Syracuse University, 1970).
Dissertation Abstracts International, 31, 6288.
(University Microfilms No. 71-10990).
Townsend, M.A.R., & Clarihew, A. (1989).

Facilitationg

children's comprehension through the use of advance
organizers. Journal of Reading Behavior, 21(1), 15-35.

Advance Organizer

61

Webster's Third New International Dictionary, (1971). Vol. 3,
Philippines, G. & C. Merriam Co.
Yuill, N., & Joscelyne, T.

(1988).

Effect of

organizational cues and strategies on good and poor
comprehenders' story understanding.

Journal of

Educational Psychology, 80(2), 152-158.

